= : " ; . n"

L]
-
L

B e P m::nnn ESEI!E -
~.ED 160-326. . T . BC n-m ass - f
_AUTHOR - . Fafest, Laverne Eiﬁ ﬂa:shail Mary, G. _ -
';IIILE . Impact of Extension: ;n Shaianc CQunty. %;' . )
. i - Methodology. - o, -
SEQES lEEHch ‘Extension Servige (DGAS Hashingtﬂn. L. Cii iiscnﬁsin L.
. Unive, Madison. T R
cRbEpars 78 S E A S A TR N
NOTE - 2U4ps ‘ v - ! CoLT T AN

‘ =

. AVAILABLE FROM Program and Staff DEVElEPiéEt. Cpiversity of
. . .7 Wisconsin- Extén51on, 601.Extensicn Building, 432
North Lake Street, Madiscr, Wiscongin 537(6 (no R

charge)‘ . _ S
EDRS PRICE 'HF*SO 83 HC-3%1,67 Plus Ecstage. - S '
DESCRIPTORS Adult Education;. iggmiug;ty Surveys; . valuatlgn
- : - Criteria; BEvaluation Methcds; *Exten_lﬁn Educaticn, .
. ... Interviews; #Eethadsi $ﬂtganizatihnai Egiect1v2ﬁ355. o 'gf
.. " %prodrag Effectiveness; *Ercgram Ewaluaticn‘ Rural o gom
‘ i ~ FEducation; Rural Extension B T
"IDENTIFIERS *Wisconsin (Shawano Ccunty) . )
e .o ) .

. ABSTRACT, : : : i
: R Evaluatlan praceaures for the sgstémat;c iEaSHEEmént
- 'of Extension®s-total lipatt oT efféct;vezesﬁ in’reral Shawano County, o
Wisconsin, givaivei developing comprehensive descripticns of : A
" Extension programs from TSEO to 1975 to-1ist types cof activities and . :
- offerings, topics, attendasfcess ‘and overviews cf effo¥ts "in program
areys ‘like agriculture, hame Sconomics, and 4-H, Trained prcfessional
interviewers contacted Ly telephone 238 ccurty cr ccnuunity leaders
and a random sample of 1192 cgunty resgidents 18 yeare or older. .
Fourteen general conclusions on methodology are presented- and - N
discussed for the yse of others who are ‘ccfieidering a similar- ) T
evaluation. These include: (1) the concept cof "impact" , the levels of VoL e
evidence hierarchy, and the general bepefits mcdel help crganize an .
_evaluation; (2) different reasons for tctal fprogram evaluation .1ﬁ- e
‘énfluen&e aeslqn and data sources; (3) thorcugh documentation of the '
) :teni}cn program.is necessa:f\ (4) evaluwaticn shculd focus on recent
(3-S5 Years) efforts. when trying to assess impact éver time; and (S)
~exact replication of this entire evaluatign is unnecessary;
suggestions are¢ given for the most effecgive areas af evalua*;cn.

(DS) S/ v e

\ | : ,
- H
i#ii****#*********$*$**##$¢$i$$$*$$#$#i######*#ii*#####*****#*#*#**#***

* Eepr@ductlgns supplied by EDRS are the best that can be made. f *
x . fram the D:lglnal dccumént

T \ : . ﬁ1$§ = - /
ERk(: . : : . “ :

wll Toxt Provided by ERIC




of Extension in

Shawano County

o g
i- ®

" INFORMATION -CENTER {ERIC) AND
* USERS OF THE ERIC SYSTEM." -~ -.

2. Methodology

Laverne B. Forest
Mary G. Marshall




=T

&

./ of Extension in Skawano County .

‘ -ii'i"' oL ) - . - 7 1

2.1 ethodalogfi ’

#

¥

- ( L e r

~ Laverne B. Forest “
Mary G. Marshall

L - . : )
S " Published by: |
Tor . . - ' Division of Program and Staff Development ‘

v . University of Wisconsin-Extghsion S o
A - ‘Layout and design by: Colleen Schuh _ :

1978
‘3




O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

A
-«

"
e ot T

f o i- i
! - < /

i . H

,A.gr‘; ' L o . ’ ! - SF .
Laverne Forest was counlty agricultural agent in Minnesota for eight yeﬁars,»jjriar to assuming his

_current role.as E;yaiudﬁéﬂ Sﬁggi%‘l'ist in Pragram and Staff Development, University of Wisconsin- . |
'Extension. Heiis an associafé professor'in Continaing and Vocational E‘duggﬁﬁn on the Madison

_campus, . i v

[

Mary Marshall is research assistant with Program and Staff Development, and doctoral candidate . -

in ¢ontinuing education—evaluation. 'She was Extenston area youth specijalist in Missouri for =

nine years. . .o c . \\ .

Ty T



. _ ﬁﬁeflﬁ madel help EFQE,,IIEEﬂ evéluatlem o
2 le‘fErEﬁ‘E rEasans for tntal:ﬁragram zmpact Evaluatlnn lnﬂuence desngn and/

: ' data sources. - - Coen T T L e 100 .
’ 3 Thﬁrnugh dacuméntatlﬂn c:f thE Extensmn pmgram is necessary e
4, GEnerallzmg subsmdles nf lrﬁﬁact in s’pé:lflc pragrarﬁ areas and audlencas ‘ )

5. Statewude or d:stnct samphng can |m:rease the survey 5 general value rf
] ) ' mfu: county resulsare of less concern *
L 6. Hesp«:mjeﬁﬁ E!en:eptlt:ms of meat:t are val;d alternatwﬁ to empmcal
i " observations of actual | befigviors. [
7. REtrnspEﬁtlvE evaluations ndentlfy major. prcgram I‘E|atlD=ﬁShlp§ and addmve

effects beyond those |mphed in initial program objectives. " - "{' B 1'4: »
8. Evaluation should focus on recent (3-5 year) efforts WhEﬁ trvmg to asess -
impact over time, . : : Sl , 1B
P 2 5 . - PoUEL

9, Exat:t rephgatlgn af tﬁls entlra evaluaﬁnn is unnee:essarv., -

nel mvestme,nt befcpre dunng, and after data cgllectmn L - 18
11, Camplex statistical analysis is not necessary for Dptlmum utnllty and under-
standmg of evidence, 17
12. Underszandmg data and denvmg r:anclusmns are as EI‘UEISI as dESlgn and s
.=+ datacollection. o 7
, 13 Hec:plents of evaluation data must IdEﬂtlfy the:r criteria far mterﬂretatiun '
: dnd reference.if data-are to become meanjngful. L 18 s
14, A variety of timely,.short, simple, attractively wsuahzed techmques to ' - T
. J communicate evidence gets acceptance. 19 -
, i/fi : B . ) . - ) - . . B o
= f,fWh‘at Next? - - T : 21
;’j a7 . ’ , ’ ' = e
/*  Additional Materials - - R . 23 '
/ 4 . ' T N

- \\
,

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



Q

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

i

_ people’s reactu:ns to Extension? What kinds of data’are apprapﬂate in total
impact evaluatlons? What pracédures will help data,to be understcmd and used?
These were some of the major questions af the Shawano County Evaluatlcn

Introductnon

i

Ty

4 . "

Hnw can we best determme who has cantat:t wn:h Extensmg‘? How can we get . '

The Shawana County Evaluatmn Pi‘ﬁjéﬁ‘.t has tﬁree main purposes:

"1. To systematically measure Extension’s total irnpaé:t or effec:tlveness in one

county. A e o
2.To develcp evaluation procedures, -
3. To explore how.evaluation data are used. . . . 7
This r’eﬁort as F’art’ 2ina series ’summari'zes key nglusions' and ideas about

" of the pracedu res u%d cauld flt yeur Exténsmn program or aone y@u are famlhar
with or responsible for, The usefulness of the ideas will prﬂbably be more clear if
ch‘nu have a situation in mind as you read. " '

I

_ c:aunty Iévgl by c:amparmg aa:tflal con tacts reactlaﬂs EEE (data} wvth descrlptlans
‘af what is desired (criteria). Evaluation is not seen as measurement, or as proof
Qf‘ effect or as deterrmmng the attainment of educ:atlanal ab]ectiwes :

- -:Su"r“ﬁmaﬁ[ of Major Stéps and Tasks

1. Selection of County. A cooﬁérative agreement was made between the district
_director, state Extension director, evaluation specialists, county Extension
staff, and the county Extensmn committee. Selection was subjectively based

‘on expec,ted cooperation, diversity of prcgram diversity of clientele, and scope

of program.

"~ 2. Building .S‘uppart During early stages Qf the prnject a lot of time was QIVEH

to mfcrmlng all Extension administrators and program leaders, Shawano
County Extension staff, and local leaders of ihe project. They increased

their Uﬁderstandmg of it, gave their approval, and also made many suggestlons,- '

State apd national advisory committees were also formed for these purposes.

3. Staffing and Resources. -The county staff was not expected to carry the
burden on the evaluation tasks of data gathering, jnﬁpretaticn, and commu-
nication of results. In addition to the project codirectors, a half-time research
assistant was hired for the duration of the project. Two people from Shawano
County were hired ad hoc to do local data gathering. Telephcne interviewing
was subcontracted to a professmnal survey office.

p
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- A, Prqgram Iniventories,” The ad hoc local’staff working with project codirectors .-
. developed comiprehensive descriptions of all Extension programs in the county
from 1960-1975. These written descnptwe summaries included types of - '
a(;‘tlvmes and offermgs topics, attendance by various clientele, and overviews
- of efforts in all program areas like agriculture, home economics and 4-H,
.~ These summaries not only were part of evaluation, but deflned the. Ilmlts of
. the program to be considered-in surveys. : :
' b. Think Groups. Small groups of administrators, program leaders, speclahsts
A - district directors, and Shawano agents reviewed the prograrm inventories.
Alongwith advisory committees, these think groups made suggestions about
the type of evaluative.data they would find useful and how data ought tobe
gathered, This aétivity was intended to increase the!ikelihagd ot eventual
data usage. - .
. 8. Surveys, Two groups of Shawano citizens wg re |dent|f|ed and mtemewed by
. telephone in earty. 1976 by trained professm interviewers,
" Leader Survey:' 238 people (or about 85% of those identified) who held an
elected or appomted .office or were considered leaders by people knowledge—
~able about county and community affairs were mtervlewed - .
G‘énérs( Public Survey:_ A random sample of 1,192 residents, 18 years or
older ‘were interviewed, Answers to an Early question separated those who
had considerable contact with Extension from those who had little or none.
The formar group was asked many more questions than the latter as inter- .
used different interview schedules. -
y\Data Summaries. The sums of varlous responses and pen:entagei “
ey| data were prepared for immediate §harmg with members of =~
. think groups, adwsory committees, and other Extensmn staff intgrested in-
_ » early results, : :
- 8. Standard S‘éttlng As survey summarles were shared via meetlngs and mall

data Ievels they womq accept as mdicatlve of program success. Thls prgcgdu re
. evolved as a central aspect of the entire projec:t because of its power to gen--
e _ erate interest, to help Extension staff put meaning on data and to form
 judgment on how good the county program mivas : .
9, Judgmeﬁts and Canclusions, The Shawano County Exténsmn staff discussed
' prellmmar’y tlata and made judgments, Program leaders, administrators, and.
subject-matter specialists offered their interpretations and conclusions. The
- evaluation team struggled with reaching a consensus on major conclusions
o : and implications, and eventually the first major report was published.
- 10, Communication of Results. Various written, visual, and verbal techniques -
’ were u.sed Eval atlon results were shared via the book Impar:t ﬂf Extensn:n

arid more detalled SummEFIES Dverhead transparency presentatmns were .“s
- given at many meetmgs"by the district director, evaluation tearn and GDUnty
Extensuon staff. Also, many one-to-one contacts were made i

Voo ‘
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11, Evaluating the.Evaluation. Fhe nature and extent of usage of the evaluation

results by Extensi@n staff prir’na‘ﬁly‘in Wisccﬁsiﬁ were de’terﬁiihedi The‘se daté,

L]

method Ogy for consuderftlcsn I:y Dthers wha are explormg th DSSIbIhtIES of a
similar evaluation-of parts of'it. Fyaders are also enccuraged to review page 23 | -
which I|sts other available referente pieces,

-

D|scussmn follcwmg each c;tmclusmn mcludes additic:mél detail about proce-
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L The cmeept of “m:pact,” the levels- )
 evidence hierarchy, and the general | |
- benefits model help argamie an /o~
éVaiuatmn. o

- IMPACT - : G
. : . v
Impact is the. amount of Extension’s contact with peuple and the i |rnpressmﬂs
Extension leaves on them, As the HiStFICt director who requested this Evaluatlon
says, impact is the degree to which Extension penetrates the county, cammumtles
and mdlwduals and the extent to which the result is positive.

L

Impact is indicated by the number of people contacted by all of Extension, the
“frequency of those contacts, their resultant learning, their application of ideas.
gained from those contacts, their perceptmgs of beneSs from Extension, and
theur judgments of Extension, T :

Thls project determined Extension’s imﬁactvusigg pérceptions‘o_f différeht
groups: _ : . .

=

e Total county population ’ :
* Specific audiences, such as farmers 4-H families, the elderly, prufessmnais
' and Native Ameru:ans ‘ . o

. Leaders . . '

Because impact is an idea that.encompasses various types of results, itis a useful
concept. It pulled together results due to multiple contacts, such as a family
" might have through several kinds of progtams. This assessment of all accomplish-
‘ments within one evaluation gave insights as to the total value of a program, dif-
ferent from what would be Pbtamed by any smgle assessment.

The Shawano évaluatlcm considered all of Extensmn s impact in the county as
‘one. The following efforts were included in the Shawano County program that g
‘was, Evaluated :

Both agent and speclallst activities. - » 8
Activities in and outside the county in whu:h residents partlmpated

All of Wisconsin's 13, prograrrr areas. =

‘All methods including mass' media, group, and individual contacts.
Extension efforts with various groups and communities. .

A ' Repetitive contacts over a multiple-year period (156 years),

,Agenm were initially surprised that the evaluatlon would include such a broad
spectrum of efforts. Advantages soon.became apparent Extension efforts with.
certain commodity and other small groups could be shown more fully if combined;
the value of input from staiiwide specialists and resources into a county program




#

could be shown; contacts with more than one program area by an individual could
be documented; and comparative data.on the effectiveness of methods such as
bislletins, state radio network, and conferences could help Extension ‘decide how
much toinvestineach. . . -~ L ‘

 LEVELSOF-EVIDENCE HIERARCHY . )

> . Bennett’s higrarchy served as a basic tool for organizing impact 'typgs and for
" ‘identifying neged evidence.! The hierarchy fjsaid”‘z (1) identify Extensioh’s”
- staff and budgét commitment over the” 15-year period, (2) identify the activities
~ conducted or performed so as to know what survey follow-up was appropriate,
* - (3) identify the number of peaﬁle_ reached by Exténsion, (4) identify people’s
" . reactions to Extension, (B) identify the' amount of learning due to Extension,
(6) identify any application of new ideas, and (7) identify any benefits due to
applying ideas. ; “ . .
& / L e
/7_END'RESULTS _ \ ] o
_ : : _/6-PRACTICE CHANGE N\ "+ - TYPES OF,
S . /6 LEARNINGCHANGE ¢ ~ IMPACT’

_ /4 REACTIONS, = _ ) -
/3 PARTICIPATION . -~ * - (

f S /2 ACTIVITIES | ‘ ,
A /AINPUTS _

;l s N — N ) . F
i - . -

~ Structu red interview questions (with lists of possible responses) were developed
~ for most of the seven levels, but the wide range of programs being evaluated
meant that open-ended questions were also needed. - :

!

' GENERAL BENEFITS MODEL -

Forest provided an additional framework for idervt}fying, describing, analyzing,’
and summarizing various impacts.2 Leaders as well as.the-general public were
asked whether they or their communities benefited from Extensiarﬁ in any of the
following general ways: ; - o
e Developing groups, government, and demacrati® pr@cesses,j’ S
Developing individual roles and gbilities. o
¢ |mproving health and saféty facilities and practices.
¢ Conserving and improving the natural environment.
e Securing economic improvement, '

e Expanding educational resources or opportunities.

=

*

-

5 . . . .‘ o : . r

-,

1¢laude’Bennett, “/Up the Hierarchy,” Journal of Extension, X111 (March/April, 1975),7-12.
2| averne B. Forest, ““Using Values to Identify Program Needs,"” Journal of Extension, X1 (Fall,”
1973), 24-34. , RE N
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.Based on miajor value systems and representatwe of lang—term goals for human~

) endea\mrs thesix types were used to categorize responses showing how: Extensmn
"7 @fforts in various and dIVEFEE ways had cgntrlbuted taward central themes in - .
pecple s Hves.- : o ) f

. I%su.m our e&perlences led tc) several, SpEI‘.’:IfIC suggestlons fcsr future ”total pro-
gra evalgatmns ‘

¢ Conceptual framewarks are needed to des:gn carry, out, mterpret and com-
' municate total county program evaluation results.
# The selected frameworli must encompass many thlngs such as several prr}
{ gram areas, multiple-year efforts, multiple Eontacts varlous outcomes, and
various vakse systems of people. . L .

K <

= . B

2. leferent reasnns for total program |
impact evaluatmn mﬂuence demgn and LS

- data sources. e o

/ The purpose of thls evaluatlon was to get usable "total |mpact" data (any and
all kinds of contact) and resultant impressions. iny secondarily was it concerned
with contacts spemfnc to certain- subject matter or problems The géneral evalua
tion de:ﬁgn thus fit all program areas, - - . . .

2

Two general types of use for these t(:)tal impact data emerged as most relevant;
internal decision making and external accountability. The county staff and staf e—
wide subject-matter specialists were more likely to identify SﬁEGIfIE*EVIdEI‘lBES ,
needed for their own-particular program decision’ Administrators, in contast, .
- were more likely to request data for reporting and accountability purposes, ~

Following the logic in these divergent opinions, the evaluation team’s task was .
to balance needs assessment and methods evaluation (for making internal decisions) o
wnth results evaluatlcn {for SCCDU"’]tEbIhty purpmses) : : '

C)ur specific suggestions are: :

. C‘onsnder total” impact evaluatlon such as this one |f your general reason
. for.evaluation is at:countablhty '
* Set priorities for usage early in an evaluatign. This wili h’l" channel ldeas
’ into relevant questions and weed out extraneous ‘Gee whiz, that's interesting’”’
Iype inquiries. " If program decision rnakmg is the focus of evaluation, inten-
o swely involve all the relevant decision maker,s within programming units at an -
“early stage so they |dent|fv data they can use. They will need help in suggest-
ing guestions to. ask in surveys and in understandmg evidence that comes from
_surveys, . :

L.
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3 Tharbugh documentatmn ni the
 Extensionr prngram is necessary.

Many sources of dats"sewed to dcx:ument Shawano County pn:grams fou:e
~ records, annual reports, project . flles cm:ular letters, agent vitae, news files, Wiscon-
sin Extension managemgnt mfarmatmn*system (EMIS) data, and records of non-

- credit pmgram offerings from state-based departrnents and specialists were all used -

. to develap Extension-program summaries. Shawano agents were not involved in-
" this documentation prccess Exn:ept to rewew |nfDrmathn for accuracy and com- .

,pleteness o - g £

1 The prcgram surnmangs were used by SpECIEI task forces called think g@)psi
' fummarles indicated the scope and depth af. programs and thus servad as a basis .
or dgciding survey.content and,focus, The'summaries also dcpcumented the extent
of cé?tam Iong!range efforts as they occurred over several years—a story that. was

" ot as apparent when looking at single-year efforts, The additive effects ofcon- = °

tinuing sequential pr@#gramming became much more evndent thraugl‘kthls actlwty

Eased on our expetiences, we Tecommend you:

K Prepar&a cnmprehenswe summary(les) for the program tlme perlod to be
‘evaluated. v . »
e Sagr professional time, if possmle by hlnng ad hc:n: peaple th are. somewhat
familiar with Extension, RS :
. Review not only county records, but those of Dther Extension units.
* Use doeumentatlgn for. planning data collection and evaluation.
& Share 'do;umentaticn}dth potential users of evaluation data.

4, Generahz:ng substudnes oE nmpact l!”l’
-specific program areas and audiences is
possible through mterviewnlg one large
random sample, :

In addition to questions on overall impact asked of all |eaders ﬁnd citizens, certain
questmns were asked of specific respDndents depending on démographlg character-'
istics (such as occupation, race, association ‘with 4-H, etc.) which altowed useful
impact evaluations relative to farmers, 4-H families, Native Amencans pmfessmnals

and many others. .

. "Split mtervuew schedulmg provided for gathering information on a variety of"
taplcs without burdening every respondent. Randomly assigning some interview

- "questions allowed data to be treated as Kough they came from all respondents.
Several kinds of split schedulmg were uset:

Flrst several versions of the same interview were used with the general public.
As an opening mtemew questlgn respondents were asked whether they d had "a

-

L]

-
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some " "alittle,” or "no” contactwuth Exterismn Thc:xse answering,

[T

Iot
“some’ or "a lot’’ were then raﬁdcmly*aéslgned to one of two lengthy interviews,
Respondents saying they’d had * lltth” or no’’ contact were given a shortened
interview, This procedure minimized annoyance to people who'd had little or no
contact, yet allcwed rESUltS from each of the three types bf interviews to flt to-
gether ; : v

For example all* rESpDﬂdEﬂtS were asked if they’ d used Extensnoﬁmethods such

as bulletins, radio, television, meetings, or events, HoWwever, not every respcndent
was asked about the helpfulﬁess of each method. -

ﬂ?\s anmher example all respondems we%e asked to react to Exterxsfcn person- k
nel and orgamza’n on, but. not all‘were asked about the same ideas. Some were ~ v .
~ asked if Extension was worth the tax”money invested, @whlle cheré‘{a@ asked if
Extension was EfflClEﬁt in c:arrylng out itswork, .~ .« - ’

E

. Segondi interview subsect ions were used for Spemﬁc general pubhc respondemts
For instance, respondents answer d q uestions about Homemaker Club expenences
only if they’d had home EC‘OFICHTH s program contact. Only farmers got questions -

-about contact with Exterismﬁ 3 agrlculturexagrlbusmess educational program.

The wnpact Qf Extension through'4-H was determm‘ed by asking respondents .. - -
additional questlons if they;sald they: (a) were current or past 4-H leaders; (h) had
children in 4-H, either at the time of the interview or in the past 15 years; or’

(c) were themselves 4-H members at some time. , o

Thur’d,, leaders were randomly, assngned to answer questions on only one.of three . -

" major community resource development programs. One third of the: ‘leaders inter-

viewed (about 90 out of 272) were randomly selected to answer questions about .

N mdustrlal development efforts in the gﬂuntv, another third about outdoor recrea:

tlorial resource devel@pment ar*{d the other third about land use planning educatlon
e -
Insummary, sarnpllng and interview demgn weare |m‘§ortant to data collection in

the Shawano evaluation. Careful attentioh to drawmg a sufficiently large random
sample allowed-analysis and repofts for many papulatnzm segments, Wﬁere 200-500
may have been Iarge enough to generalize about the total adult populat&on 1,200
.were needed 1o assura&hﬁ{ relevant subgroups would have sufficient numbers for
addltloﬁal'analy5|5 Said another way, had it been necessary tq get 100 Native
~-Americans or EFNEP-participants amc;sng respondents and still keep the total sam-
ple representative of theﬁwhale county, 3,000 intérviews- w@uld Have been reqmred
In _our case,-a compromise :was made_, given & limit to pfOJEEt rescurcgs. N .
v Qhe rﬁajor ex«:eptl on in the evaluation to mcludmg a subsurvey W|thm a farger e

su rvey was the leader survey. Sin€e county and community leaders were felt to be

a key gﬁ:)u te-interview, a citizen sample would have te be too large to éncompass -

a good leader sampling. C%Vestlons asked leaders,were slgmﬁcar’ltly dlfferent in many

cases, soa séparate survey fwas used in this evaluation. The results were umqua and

useful in themselves, and others are encouraged to consider syrveys of leaders as a

slzvay of gettmg useful rrﬁpact evaluanoﬂ data. <
v
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5. Staté’ N ’de orJ;;isi:ric't sampling, ‘can
increase the survey’s general value if
-speciftic county results are of less
" concern.

&

'Ehe*value of generallzmg evudence beyond a particular count® shcsuld *be con’sud- :

' ered early in an evaluation. [sit better to invest in 100 interviews in, 10 randg\mly
selected counties or in 1,000 mtervnewz in A county? The answer depends on the
intended use of the evaluation results i

&

Basic to this demsnon is the struv:tural makeup of the Extension program ‘When
a strong "'county;’ system.is.in exlstence results may, need to tell how strong a
county progra ’rs However, because no typical county axists, think about how
useful the fipdings froma single county’s program ﬁ‘nay be for speeific degisions in
, another cocn;ty - G

If regional, djstrict, or area program plannmg predommates coun{ﬁr flndlngs
rmght have less"meaning.

" n summar‘y, the type of sar’ﬂplmg depends on what populatlon the ewdence is
supposed to represent. Evaluation should consrder geographic factc:rs and organi-
-Zation structure thai affect programs.

[3

: Respnndents pereeptmns of im ,pact are

~ valid alternatives to wempirical abserr
vations of actual behﬁvmﬁ.

* The Shawano County evaluaﬂan looked at Exterlsmﬁ through local people's
eyes. All data in the project—end results, reactlons contact—are perceptual.
The reasons for emphasizing these data are: o
¢ Perceptual data.are easier to cbllect than ”hard ewdence " Secientific controls,
- gbservers, pre- and pGSt-measurements and othef canons of science are more

difficult, if not impossible, to apply murnul/\\rea multldlSClp“ﬂE multlmethod

] mult!audnence and multistaff program evaluations
. Vcluntary adult programs depend more on pEFCEIVEd value to partlmpaﬁts
*or DOTEHQSI participants than on actual value,
. F‘érceptu data are less costly, both in money and in irritation to resp’ondents
. Perceptual data are more easily understood. Feelings and testimonies of,

" people are easily. understood,. whlle some users may ndt understand how num- "

bers of actu;ﬁghanges made’by. péoplé or métltutaons affect therr lives or
reflect value of a program. :

* Perceptions allow respondents to review- thenr expenencé FEUDSDEQILEEﬁﬁd
suggest major program sequences mterconneeted events, and addltlve effects

7 7/
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4 On the other hand, weaknesses in Shawano data are these: vague adjectives {
withiﬁ response categorie‘s such as' ‘a cht le contact wrth Extensmn”'are hard to : &

Users of data{é’ant to know what EdjECtIVES such as 'a Iot 'mean Wa dcn ﬂot i‘"’ﬂ"
remmmend tigage of only vague adjective response categories: ‘ '

In sum, whether actual or perceptual data are collected dfends on intended use,
but do not downgrade perceptual data because they fail to.fheet the phys;;al scien-
tist's criteria for data. S . 7 '

7 Retros;peetwe evaluations ldentiiy o
major program relat&bnshlps and addi;

tlve effects beyond those implied in
. . initial program objectives.

Objectives S’gate what Extensnon desugns or mtends even Whéﬂ |r/1 corxsultatlon

_intent. Thls evaluatlon althaugh IITTIItEd by program summarles was not confmed
to determmmg |f objectwes were met. :

. In this evaluation, local Ieaders and prcgram partn:npants Iooked into their im-
‘medigte past and ldentlﬁed retrospectively the meaning thatéx‘fensmn s efforts
-~ had for them and their communities. In this way, major pr&grams were identified”
by clients, not Extension. Thus, in this evaluatlon-abjeftlves or goals stated béfore
actual programs were coriducted were not of concern and, in fact, did not exist. If
* they.had existed they were not Ilkely 10 be useful for identifying the addltive
‘benefits as percewed by partlcupants

The assumptlcms mherent in this dISELISSIOn mean that EMIS data are also too
- narrow; they are limited to quantltatlve data—=tiow many, when, how much time,.
etc, —ac:cordmg to whaﬁs plar\ned asan educatlonal DbjEEtiVE K

Thus in‘planning a surmlar evaluation allow pecple;a name benefits that accrue
over several years without regard to abjexztwes that may or may not exist and are
s certalnly |rrelevaﬁt to most Dartnmpants at survey tllj‘lE.

/ -

: o
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' 8. Evaluation should focus,
‘year) efforts when tryis
lmpact over time.

This evaluailon defined the program as events an

. ,atjcfm of multiple-year eff@rts

onh recent (3-5
'g 1;6 assess

d offerings occurring durmg

the past 15 years (1960-1975). This longer time frame was chosen to allow evalu-

¥ T‘he 15-year pervlag was appraprlate to summiarize a long-range Extension pro-

gram and in FE|EI1ZIDFI to community resource. develo

pment DFDjEL‘tS (the leader *

survey) HDwever it was: usually too Iong aspan fc::r the general publn: respandents

TR Furthermore Extension users of ev uatlorfdéta
- centage of people had contact durmg 31

DEFSIStEd in askmg what per

e past single year. The morearécenz infor-

.. mation segmed most relevant, or users are simply used to thlnku‘g of prograrns

in terms of-a smgle year, -

T ader identification included retired county’ board members SOme Df whom
&
- n’r 1ger felt mv\nlved in c:ommuruty affairs, had not used Extension, or were not,
interested in contributing opinions about Extension’s impact. Retired rnembers

could have been omntted frarﬁ the sample without I

Irn conclusion, flve years is an appropriate tlrrie p

participation 4n the past year will also give useful data.

9. Exact relﬂlcatmn of this
tion is unnecessary.

055 of valuable information.

eriod. Questlons relative to

-

entlre e*valua- |

The Shawano evaluatraﬁ was: a pilot effort to learn about certalrﬁimds of evalu-

ation. Reflection tells us that its cost, level of gene
tors. makes duplication unwise, For.example, some.
weren’t, and some methods of communicating resu
Some things workediand some.didn't.

-+ Several suggestions are: *

\\(

ral |nf0rrr]:§t|ori and other fac-
data were used and chers -
Its.were better than others. *

%

e The project’ s size should be related to ja) the, pnmary intended use . . . not
every possmle use; (b) the capablhty of the systerh to develop ideas, de&gn

data ED”EETIOﬁ analyze and report results; an
of the audience or partn::lpant system to absor
is tlmely :

u
-
~

d{c) the capacity and \
b and use mfc]rmatnon whnfe |t

-

e . . -,
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' J ; * An early decision,shguld be made on exact reasons for evaluation and on in-

tended usage of data to be collected. People coordinating similar evaluations
are advised to set priorities systematically on data to be obtemed and‘smclude
in.surveys questions to get only those data.-

“# The exact focus, goals, and prc)eedures of another county lmpect avaluation

' should consider inclysion of data items that were found useful by recipients
of Shawano evaluation results. These relevant data items are discussed further
in /mpact of E‘i tension in Shawano County: 3. Usage and Appraisal.

. = s . o S .

10. A program evaluation- DE this magni- 7

tude requires an unusually large
~» personnel investment before, cglurxng,
- and aEter data collection. -~ . ¥

Even if we presume this evaluation will not be replleeted many tyees of éqgourc’:ee -

are stlll}eeded in asmaller evaluetlon Thousands of dollars, hundreds of hours,
end teehmeal eapeblhtlee to sample eollee*t dete enelyee and CDmmunleete are

repeated , . ] . -

The Shawano evaluatiori benefited by the cooperation of the University of
Wisconsin-Extension’s Division of Prograr.and Staff Development, the district
supervisor, the Shawano County Extene:er’r stef‘f excellent su rvey and analysis
speelehets sur)p@rtwe edmlmstretlon,l and’ pert:eulerly, cooperative and supportive
local r;|t|;enry These woulg still bgﬁee"ded in a smaller version of impact evalua-
tion, s

s =

- /
: Specuﬁeelly a system eontemp}etmg a 'similar, but srne!leri evaluetlen would need
“to allow for: . -

. A cdordiﬁetar vlzﬁo will lead and manage theeveluetion from beginning to
- 7 end. .
' Techmeelly tremed people in senﬁphng dete eol!ectlon and enelys:s teeks .
,.'-_ Meny hQu rs of time for eettmg priorities on reesons for evaluetlon data to be

& Persone in Ime supemlsery roles who can brldge to other parts of the system
_when sharing data.

* Many hours of time for mterpretmg, writing, end reporting after all data have
been eolleeted

@ ) . - ) R L &;_‘ o
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11. Cﬁ p‘lex statlstical analysm AS not

necessary for optimum utility: and
understandnng of evidence. . . *

B Dete used for eeeoUnteblllty and program improvement may: riot need the scien-
tifically rigorous statistics common]y advocated by eeederrnelerls Whether in or
out of Extension, people want practical data releted to their concerns thet help
‘make choices now, are credible, and are mformetwe Such data may ncf-heve {a]
come frerﬁ a rendomly drawn sample and a well- deeenbed populetlon to be useful.

. Data may r10t need eophiefieeted association or dlffereriee tests and |r|ferent|e| )
. ,stetlstles if users want mere descriptions and percentages on how various greups
_ afiswer key questlone .

In sum, prowde findings in person or thrc‘)ugh pepere in etrelghtforwerd and
- easily read ways. Do not assume that all the hearers or readers understand or want
statistical significance or scientific design. Rather, understanding and meaning are

results of involvement, interest, eredlblllty, and intelligibility, and not of mere
volume or pFECISIDﬁ : o

12. Understandlng data and denvnng
‘conclusions are as crucial as design
‘and data .collecting.

Eveiuetnon is rncsre than data collection. Determining the value ef a program -
: requlree eorriperleeq ‘to some accepted standard, Interpretation of findings by
reelpleﬁte is essential to- their acceptarice and use- .of data. Determining the real
prograrn value an etting interpretation by- users occur in direct proportion to
‘the. amount ef«tm;' jiven to those ends.

rel epproeehee to determmmg |mp||ee;|r_ms

: B * . ; I. ‘
. |4 Prajeet 1 m_membere |dent|f|ed themes irf data, major ecnjluemns and peer
' . sible meheet;one for eeepupteblllty or programming. These were shered |ri

eerly wrﬁ;terz reports. . .

\-' The pre;eet ‘team shared data at ITIEE!tIﬁQS Audiences helped establish success

‘T:r’lfer eqd expreeeed what they viewed as the consequences or implications
*of datg’when discussing with others. .. .
. Eveluetu?n data shered through the mail were eeeerﬁpemed by questions ask-
et fieﬁte to develop implications, s
.. The dletﬂet directorwho initiated the evaluation ehelred eeesuoris at eourity ,
- rdistri sfate and mteretete levels, with, much of the dISCLISSan centered on
“ the meenmg of these fmdmge “He served .as an effeetwe “brldge to other
pertet cn‘* Exteneleri

E]

'
" e
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In sum, meny peaple helped dlesemmete and interpret results. The fqllowmg
conclusions can be made from mterpretenon experiences:

Qs o ltis time-consuming and difficult to develop lrnplleetlcme ' .

' Data heve {ittle value uniess users help to develoe eeneluslens and mterpre- -
tations. -

. Indfweiuele and groups need etlmuletloﬂ through preeentetlone and discussions

o to come up with |mplxeet|one o

* Because of dlver iues, needs, mtereste phllesophles and criteria by Exten-
sion staff, interprePations are also dlveﬁee As such, ea i interpretationis
valid in itself, Time is needed to develop end consider ail interpretations.

* More time must-bg given to eern ebout develepmg interpretations and lmph-
cations of eveiuetlor‘ie : . . S o

'

&5

13. Ree:p:ents ei evaluatmn data ‘must

. identify their criteria for interpreta-
tion-and-reference if data are to
beemne meanlngful. ; R ‘

Eveluetlen has not occurred wnthout comparison ef WHAT IS (data) wnth en
EXprESSIDﬁ of WHAT SHOU LD BE (stenderd criteria, desired level of performance).

. Stenderde can be eetebllshed by relying on: (e) elmller situations; (b) authoritar-
ian prescribed levels, such- -gs laws or what "experts” say; (c) research; (d) pereenei -
beliefs and values; and (e ) corhbinations of. these ways, : I

/ When initial eveluetlen data vere released, E)Stenelon staff were asked to express

“ what they thought'was an acceptable level of success before they looKed at the -
dete; ‘More than 60 Extension staff and 10 eeunty beerd members participated in
this “setting-standards” procedure. :

Speenfleelly the proeedure esked mdlwd'el steff 1DD questleﬁs sueH ee ”Whet :

L sion in eﬂy way durmg the peet 15 yeere? arid Whet pereentege of femllles o
.‘shiould have. had a child in 4-H at some time?” They did this in group meetings
*  and through the'matl. The procedure alerted them to 500n- to be revealed data and
helped them get personally |ﬁVoIved in'the data, . \

During group meetings, mforrﬁel discussion of expectations beeeme ‘part of the .
data presentation. Some peeple s ered what they thought shou/d be the' percentage
of participation and why. On th beels of a different perception of the county,

-others suggested a different leve)/ Meny people learned more about the county.
Many clarified their beliefs about success. Group consensus may have been useful
erid eeuld heve been reeehed but in theee eltuetiens it was not eensndered necessary,




f
Settmg stardards within grouﬁ meetings was much more effective than by mail,

Many minds working together contributed various ideas and conditions for’ 'succdss/
" failure/” For mstance individuals who consistently set a standard of 100% partic-
ipation: (because “‘everyone ought to have contact with us’ ') were Em:@uraged to
consider that: (a) Extension may not have pragrams to meet every need, (b) some
people feel they don’t need Extension, or (c) those who have never heard of Exten-
sion cannot use its prbgr’ams _ ’ o ) .

On the other hand, those.who' set very low expectanons ( ‘less than 1% of a
~county population using Extension is enough for success’’) were reminded of the
13 program areas and various means of reaching a broad range of tlientele. -

In summary, we strongly recommend that future total impact evaluations set
standards at or near the time of data collection and reporting. Specific procedures

can vary, but the general process is a must for several reasons: —

« Data are meaningless to people without their own reference pgmts for |n£r-
pretation. Data become more purposeful. - .
s All ITIUH’.IVEEI" Extension programs involving adults who have their own needs- = .
" have evolved or changed drastically from an original goal if they existed at all,
and thus orlgmal ‘goals aré not useful as a reference poaint. '
-« Users of data are not likely to be the same people who originally set the goals
and thus do not automatically accept the goals stated 5-15 years ago as valua-
ble.
e Cross-discipline or multiple‘uﬂit program evaluations are less Iikely 1o have
preprogram goals, to which data can be compared. .
e A criterion that an Extension person sets becomes a commitment.
The setting of criteria is a learning process for Extension professionals. . :

14. A varnety of timely, short, snmple,
: attractively visualized techniques to
communicate ev;dence gets accept -

ance.

The Shawano evaluation shared fmdmgs in many ways: (a) long na‘rra'!iiye written e
materials: (b) short summary papers; (c) brochures highlighting findings on a partic-
ular topic and announcing the availability of longer papers;} (d) professionally pre-
pared audio-visual media such as slides and transparencies; (e) group meetings with
Shawano County agents and leade s, statewide, district, and county Extension- Fac-
ulty, ES-USDA (now SEA-Extension) administration, North Ceuitral dlstrlct/élrectors
association, and the national advisory committee for the prolect and (f) thE SEFIES

Qf three major repcsrts _ . o
¥ 1

- Prellmmary dq‘aftg went to selected faculty fors reactmn FlﬂlShEd reparts were
v gwen a wider ditribution, bc:th W|th|n W|5ccm5m ahd out- Gf state.
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- Several problenls were encountered. It was difficult to get the right information-
to the right people when they wanted it. On the other hand some people still are
inno hurry to EOﬂSIdEF the possnbie 1rﬁplrcat|ons from this evaluation,

=2

SOIT\E individuals recewed massive amoums of’ papér some in draft form to be
reread in a revised form. éSo many titles and so much 5|m|l§mty blurred the real
distinctiveness of eagh ptece of information. Thus, .”Overklﬂ” :happened in some

o
o

cases. - 7 § ‘

We concluded that: ~ * N )

¢ Potential users must be personally involved. A personal involvement is more
easnly secured through pleasant, informal sharing, where data are eastly under-
stood. Consider the time available to audiences, their commitment to- being
involved. Reinforce points with words and visuals. Don’t ask people to wade
through 64 pages first, then send thém a 1-pag ge highlight 3 weeks later.
Arrange the reporting of evidence accordmg b how people learn: awaf‘er’le'ss,, '
involvement, acceptance, practice, and Qhange ﬁ . Ve ;

* Two-by-two slides were less conducive to. group sharing and discussion. Invest
in overhead transparencies to aid the process of presenting percentages and 4
tables, Transparem:les help organize mfcrrﬂatuon according to themes, major
findings, major conclusfors, c:llentele or program specific mformatlcm

L3
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As the previous conclusions have implied, the impact evaluation of Shawano.
(}Dunty s total Extension program has alteady provided a better picture of E‘kten- |
sion’s value to the county and its people \Eﬁ’ﬁj&thods may thus hav '-‘same utility
in other counties and states for purposes of accountability, which, wil hout quesflon

. is continuing to increase in‘importance. In looking to answers on how fo deal with

these aﬁcountability préssures be creétive éﬁd imaginatiVE’ dD not feel tﬁst old

Sk T |
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!ﬂzﬁ = .
. Setting Standards in Evaluation, A Methodoelogy ) .
Procedure usedo eli¢it level of participation standards from Extension personnel
reviewing Shawano Impact data.

2
Concepts and Procedures of the Shawano- Evaluation Project

. \ _ Adetailed reference to design and methadalggy used in the project.
. Developing a Survey of the Combined Impact of Extension '
wo :b,;_ Simplified survéy for limited resource situgtions, L =
) Supplemental Approach te Questions in s Combined Jmpact Study
. . ,Listing of alterﬁative ’questigns for a combined imséct study,

;DE%{/QQJHQ a .S'urwsy Iﬁéf C'me/nes Several Sgparate Studies .
‘ D|5¢;u55|an Gf hDW when and why of combining two or more stud|es in one survey

RS . An Apprg:nsc:h fo Examining Féf,rﬁéfs Use of Extgnsmn :
" . . . Questions used in,the S'pawsng Project plus suggestions.

* An Approach to Examining Impact of 4-H x
’ Questir;ms used in the Shaw?:}:: F’rc;ijegt plus suggestions. .

An Approach to Exar’mﬁ/ﬁg the /mpaz:t of Extension Methods
- . Questions used and grganization of the Shawano Project. - -

\ ] . . . *

== An ‘Appraar:h ‘to Examining /mpést of Home, Economics F:rggra;s .
.- Questjons used in‘t e Shawano Project plus suggestions,
F - Ee A - . . B

" Data Patterns and Meaﬁir;‘ i , ‘
" Examples of how data were handled after they were secured.
- ) 7
xTEléﬁhané Surveys as an Extension Tool -~ ' - , gl
Based on experiences in addition to the Shawano Project, this p E! ce deals with

specifics for preparmg a telephcﬁ) interview snhedule

*

5

’
I

- ’ Time Efficient Ways of F&//rjwmg Up On Programs
' : Showing how the Ber’meﬁ! categories of evidence can be used in several mtuatmns oL
this piece uses the Shawano Project as an example,

i

H

Survey Schedules: A, Bs C, Leader ) .
. ’ A & B are lengthy sets of ques?iims for respondents with considerable contact with
‘ Extension; Cis a shortened version. The lgader schedule parsllels other schedules

. in'some ways.- * )
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Major R’%ﬁgrt in this series:- Implict of Extension in Shawano County

. Conclusions & Implications . ' .
Methodology * ’ -
Usage & Appraisal
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